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Henneman agreed that the SmartBoar<k! were absolute input devices in as much as they operate 
as a touch screen, but pointed out that there was no remapping of the SnuutBoards. Examiner 
Pitaro agreed. 

The effect of iem{^)ping an absolute input device was also discussed. In particular, Mr. 
Henneman pointed out that if an absolute input device were remapped from one display to an 
acljacent display* the cursor would not flow naturally from the first screen to the adjacent edge of 
die second display, as is an objective of Stone. Rather, if an absolute input device were placed 
on the right edge (for example) of a display and the mput device was remapped to a second 
display, the cursor would jump to a position on the ri^t edge of the second display. 

For the foregoing reasons and the reasons set forth below, it was agreed that the present 
claims are patentable over the prior art of record. Mr. Hennemfloi agreed to file a response 
setting forth these arguments. Examiner Pitaro agreed to do an updated selirch and, if po 
additional prior art is discovered, to allow the pending claims. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S 103 

Claims 1-11, 16-26, 31-33, 37-45 are r^ected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Haken (US 7,1 24,374) in view of Keller (US 6,842,795) in view of Stone et al 
(Point Right: Experience with Flexible Input Redirection in Interactive Workspaces). Claims 14- 
1 5 and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maken (US 
7,1 24,374) in view of Stone et al. 

Claims 1-11 and 16-26; 

Claim 1 recites (in part) "remapping the absolute input device to th^ other one of the 
displays.'* Because none of the cited prior art teach or suggest this elcmetit of Claim 1, no prima 
facie case of obviousness is established with respect to Claim 1. 

Applicant agrees with the Examiner's assertion at page 3 of the Office Action that 
*'Haken-Kellcr fails to particularly point out remapping with an absolute pointing device." In 
addition, as set forth above in the interview summary, it is agreed that Stone does not teach or 
suggest "remapping the absolute input device to the other one of the displays," at least in a 
manner that is combinable with Haken and/or Keller. 
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Although Stone is somewhat lackmg in implementing details, it is clear that Stone does 

not disclose the remapping of an absolute pointing device to achieve Stone^s stated objective. As 

discussed in the hiterview, the objective of Stone is to provide continuous cursor movement 

across borders between adjacent displays. Stone describes this objective as follows: 

To solve this problem, we designed PointRi^t to allow pointer 
control from any input device to be re-directed from screen to 
screen as if all die screens were a large virtual desktop, despite 
their being driven by different machines. The result is a cursor that 
the user moves seamlessly across the space of displays as though 
they were a single surface - when it reaches the edge of a screen^ it 
continues its motion onto the connecting edge of the adjacent 
screen in that direction. Stone, Page 2, 3"^ full paragraph. 

Remapping an absolute pointing device would not provide the seanttess movement 
required by Stone. For example, assume that are two displays positioned side-by-rside aad an 
absolute input device is indicating a position on the right edge of tiie left diisplay . The cursor 
would also be positioned on the right edge of the left display. If the ii4>ttt device b then 
remq)ped to tiie display on the right, the cursor would jump from the riejht.edge of tiie left 
display all the v^ay over to the right edge of ttie right display, the cursor would not ^'continue its 
motion onto the connecting edge of liie adjacent screen/' as described by Stone. Thus, it is clear 
that Stone is not describing the remapping of an absolute input device to a second dx^lay . 

Claims 2-1 1 and 1 6-26 depend, either directly or indirectly, from Claim 1 and aie 
distinguished, therefore, from the cited prior art for at least the reasons provided above with 
respect to Claim 1. 

Claims 3U33 and 37; 

Previously presented Claim 3 1 recites (in part) **a positiion field confining data 
representing a position for triggering a process for remapping ail absolute input device to 
anotii^ display.'' For at least the same reasons provided above with resjject to Claim 1, 
Applicant respectfully asserts that no prima fecie case of obviousness is established with 
respect to Claim 3 L Claims 3203 and 37 depend directly from Claim 31 ahdare, 
therefoie, distinguished from the cited prior art for at least the same reasons as Claim 31. 
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Ctetm38 

Qrigina] Claim 38 recites (in part) ''a remapper responsive to oiiitpiit iirain 9ai4 
position m(»utor, and operative to automatically remap the position ^bhitdr irom one of 
the displ^ to another one of the displays." Therefore, for the same rea«)ns provided 
above with respect to Claim 1» no prima facie case of obviousness is established with 
respect to Claim 38. 

Claim 39 

Previouriy pcesented Claim 39 recites (in part) "means for automaticaUy remapping the 
absolute input device jBrom one of the displays to another one of the dispIlQ^s.'' llierefwe, for the 
same reasons provided above with respect to Claim 1, no prima &cie casie of obviousn^s is 
established with respect to Claim 39. 

Claims 40 and 41 

Previously presented Claim 40 recites (in part) the step of '^automsficaliy 
remapping the absolute input device to a second display.'' Tbeiefoie, for t&e same 
reasons provided above with respect to Claim 1 . no prima facie case of obviouoiess is 
established with respect to Claim 40. Claim 41 depends directly from Claiiii 40 and is, 
therefore, distiDguished from the cited pnot an fca at least the same reasons as Claim 40. 

g^aims 42^5 

As previously presented} Claim 42 recites (in part) 'Ssii^ein said data contained in said 
second field is further indicative of a location for triggering a process for remapping an absolute 
input device between said second display and said particular dii^ay." Therefore, for the same 
reasons provided above with respect to Claim 1 , no prima facie case of obviousness can be 
established with respect to Claim 42. Claims 43-45 depend either directly or indirectly from 
Claim 42 and are, therefore^ distii^ished from the cited prior art for at }east the same reasons as 
Claim 42. 
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maims 14-15 and 29-30 

Claims 14-15 and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 193 as bdn^ impdieiit&ble over 
Haken in view of Stone. 

For the reasons provided ^ve with respect to Claim 1« ndther Haken n^^^ teach or 
suggest the step of ^Vemapping the absolute input device to the oAer one oiP the display^*' as 
recited by Claim 1 . Therefore, because the cited prior ait does itot teach; or; suggest ^1 the 
elements of Claim 1 » no prima fade case of obviousness is established witti respect to Cimm I . 
Claims 14-15 and 29-30 depend, either diiecdy or indirectly, &6m Claim 1 and are distmguished 
fiom the cited prior art for at least fhe reasons provided above With respect to CIdim \ . 

Claims 12-13, 27-28. 34-36 

Claims 12,13,27,28,34,35,36 are rejected under 35 US.C. § 103 as being unpatentable 
over Haken in view of Keller m view of Stone in view of NumtizakL 

Claims 12-13. 27-28 

For the reasons provided above with respect to Claim 1 » neittier Haken, KeUer, nor Stone 
teach or suggest the step of 'Remapping the absolute input device to the other one of the 
displays/' as recited by Claim 1. Similarly, Numaz^ also does not teai^h br siiggest such a step. 
Therefore, because the cited prior art does not teach or suggest all the eleoients of Clffiin 1 , no 
prima facie case of obviousness is established with respect to Claim 1: Cld^s 12<»13 and 27-28 
depend, either directly or indirectly, fiom Claim 1 and are distingui^ed i&bm the cited prior art 
for at least the reasons provided above with respect to Claim 1 , 

Claims 34-36 

For the reasons provided above with respect to Claim 31, neither ifeken, Keller, nor 
Stone teach or suggest a data structure containing "a position field containiiig data reprc?senting a 
position for triggering a process for remapping an absolute input device to another display,^ as 
recited by Claim 3 1 . Similarly, Numazaki also does not teach pr suggest such a data ^nicture. 
Therefore, because the cited prior art does not teach or suggest all the el^efments of Claim 31, no 
prinui facie case of obviousness is established with respect to Claim 31. Clainis 34-36 depend 

5 of 6 

PAGE 7/9'RCVD AT 8120/20094:01:32 PM [Eastern DayGghtTime]' SVR:USPT(){FXIV«8' DNIS:2738300' C8iD:269-279-S8^^ M:03-16 



Sent By: Henneman & Associates, PLC; 



269-279-a630] 



Aug-20-09 4:08PM; 



App. Serial No.: 10/614,606 
Atty. Docket No.: P241S 



Page 8/9 

RECEIVED 
CENTRAL FAX CENTER 



AUG 2 0 2009 



either directly or indirectly from Claim 31 and are distinguished from th$ cited prior art for at 
least the reasons provided above with respect to Claim 31. 

For the above reasons Applicant requests reconsideration and withdi^awal of the 
rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

Applicant iqipreciates Examiner Pitaio^s time spent pr^saring for aiid participating in the 
interview summarized above. For at least the reasons set forth Herein, Applicant believes that 
Claims 1-4S are in condition for allowance. Should the Exammer undertake any action other 
than allowance of Claims 1-45, or if the Examiner Im any questions or suggestions for 
expediting the prosecution of this application, the Examiner is requested to contact Applicant's 
attorney at (269) 279-8820. 

Respectfully submitted. 



Date: 



Larry R Henneman, Jr., Reg- No. 41,063 

Attorney for Applicant 

Henneman & Associates, PLC 

TON. Main St 

Three Rivers, MI 49093 
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via facsimile, on the date shown below^ to; MS Amendment, Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box H50. 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450, at (571) 273-8300. 
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